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■STTXX fxarfXX mofm 1 
8 1997 

STT^ 

an. 3 T. 215.—fn«(Nn ?TriTm inTTtjrfT ?t w ^ ^ ^ nrxjfl % n^if^r (2) n sr^ 

^ ?mr ^ nrsrTtnr xrrvr ( 3 ) n at^sr t, ( 4 )" 

WNnr ?T'fn«ff,nixr nffffnjnr, 1951 nxi n:^iPTTiT 

iR fHnnT fm npM) % (5) n xt onf^n «p:% a 

?nTOlT TKT t I 

afkx4x ^"^^1 f-j^ ^r?r xx '4)- ’TX'Fxxr % x^rxir 

x|lr f?xr I aOx fx??=«R nrxt'T 4Tr xx ntfraR nxr ^ xrn xxx wiiTTr % xf)f trqtR 

^rxir xr RPTtf^ir 

nx; ^rx, nritR xxn nfnfx'm xft yrxr lo-xr % ^"rnrxifr % 

Wnfe: sjTfepfT nn? % f%4t 4) trx f®p4V 4) fxsrpi mi nqxr fxnm 'rf^qx % 

^4 qr^r afrx m nrxn 4) 4 4)q xn 4) ^PfqRFn % fxq qtfqx 11 


2420G1/97—1 


919 














920 THE GAZETTE. OF INDIA ; OCTOBER 11.1997/ AS VINA 19, 1919 [Part II--^ec. 3(iiil] 



fH-srW;! ^ Jit ^ 

'Tit Jin iTfiT' 

W TTl 

JUT 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

]. ^3?n: Sitin'^ w 

8-?Pr%r 

Tfr. sRfv<T 

«iTift qir vft 

% flri? merTTur 


(s TOT n'lri' aftijinr, 


1996 


'•rtferfr 1 

Tt 1 

2. -^- 


m. ^nr 

6 TOT ITTO ^'IWT, 

1 


3. — Wiff— 

3 6— 

■5119 TOlsr, 

WrT^TTOt (7.T. ) 


4. 

5 O-m^tTT 

sriwt’T, 

m. ^'ft.-H^jt^Ti, 

(^.51,) 

-qpt- 

5. -^- 

-^- 

?rftTr, 

m. TOSfKP?, 

'Tt.-jjTTiTrt, 
fTOT-irr3ft'TT(7.5l', ) 


6. -^- 

-JTjfl- 

5T)TTftTf, 

?n'. ^TTl. 

f'SRTT-insft'p: (^.5T. ) 


7. 


31'TO, 

m. w'fr.-?i?rN', 
jtp^-irnft'TT (^.51.) 

-srpt- 

8. 

-^- 

HT. TOTWT^, 
qt. -ig-mijT, 
ftpri-iiTi^T (iT.sr.) 

-^- 

9. -^- 


nr. jp^'ft.~g#K^, 
f^-TOftT^ (3 .sr.) 


10. 

-fpt- 

^Pr^, 

wr. f?#n: (qfrri'in) 
qt.-fftqtrr, 
fisriTr-iiTsft'jT (^.p.) 


11. 


TOHET, 

nr. iT'ft.-qTOftqT,(iJ,ST. ) 


12. 


ITT. «r'ft.--lTTq-r::57r TOP-, 
r^lTi'r-TOfl^, IJTTT sTt«i 
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1 2 

ifTf TTiTW 

3 
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4 

921 

5 

13. 

T P?T'I ?irer?:JT, 

1996 


nr. arnl.-rriijwr, 
f^'?rr-nr^'^ (^.sr. ) 

fnnfnn snnf 'pt vfr 

^nr Trfi3r<T ^ WT'Tvn 

^ 1 

14. 


3;nrfrTrr; rojsrr, 

nr. ^rn-nT: 

I'T . . -n%qT, 

>3^1 <■ H^TJl 


15. -sTjfr- 


nr. ?r>TaiiT, 
nt. -rrr'^RrjT:, 
fsTTi-n^ff^ (ij.sr. ) 

-nft- 

16. 


f^rsflun, 

nr. n'fr.-ntf'jT, 

fw~nT3r>ri; (^,n. ) 


17. 


^nn, 

nr. ni^n^CT, 

Tl. nrrr^n^, 
f^rm (^.sr. ) 

-n^~ 

18. 


’infrin ir^, 

«T5i1'^ (^.51. ) 


19. 


SnfSFT WK, 

^n^^Tin^R, fn^kT, smj 

Wn STO si^tfrtr ^ ?r 
^r nrfnrw ^ nnn;?r 

2 0. 


spr. jsRTn^p^, 
i?rrfW3T^, rT?t^(u,5T. ) 


21. 


'imsfY, 

nr. nnt.-fn^nCT, 

(i?o no) 


2 2. 

-«f^- 

3m«ft 

nr. fn^^nrw, 
ntnrnin, nnt^ (^.n.) 


2 3. 


Trrnri^r 
nTtrl^T ?r>?in »3rin, 

(^.n. ) 


24. 

5 s-ii^q'T; 

Cs O 

nr^innrn, 

n^mnT, wf^nrn ttit n^nr, 


2 5. -^- 

5 6-wr?MR 

nfdn>ifrnr^ 

rft^2 5, i4n^ir 

lw-n?f5rnmR(^.n. ) 

-n?V 

2 6. 


Tinngrf^ 

nnrnTnnTT (nrnT) nnw, 

^TTC n%i?r 

-n^r- 
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1 2 ;i 


ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
ORDER 

New Odlii, Ihe 7th September, lyy? 

O.N. 215.-—Whereas, the Election Commission is saLisfietl 
that each of the conte.stinR candidate specified in column 4 
of the table below at the General Election to the House of 
the People in the State of Uttar Pradesh as specified in 
column (2) held from the constituency specified in column 
ti) against his name has failed to lodge an account of hi.s 
election expenses as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the rule.s made thereunder as shown 
in column (5) of the said Table ; 


4 5 

R-Rif % 31?^ 

bjTTI TT 

"ft?! Pf TETTU 

T?; I 

[R. 7(5/^.R.-m,R‘./9(i] 

311771 t? 

TT. 

■And, whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any 
reason or explanation for the said failure even after duo 
notices and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that 
they have no good reason or justification for the said 
failure ; 


Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10-A of the said 
,*\ct, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
.specified in column (41 of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of the Parliament or of the l.egislafivo Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a Slate for a period of 3 years from 
the date of this order : — 


2 7. ^riT7 RTW 717(1 7i TfTi 
^TTI % TTTdTTtT 

1996 

2 8- 7 4-(P-m 


7RTW7-, 

'TTvEPl 3RI^, TTUlidT, 
{7r.tr.) 

TTPlI^ fRT'c, 

2:138, 


TABLE 


SI Particulars of Election 

No. 

El. No. & Name of 
Constituency 

Name of Contesting Candidate 

Reason for disqua¬ 
lifications 

1 2 

3 

4 


1. General-Election to the 
House of the People, 1996 
in Uttar Pradesh. 

6-Ainroha 

Md, Basim. 

6-Gafur Nagar Okhia, 

New Delhi. 

Failed to lodge any 
account of elec- 
lion expenses, 

2. -do- 

9-Sambhel 

Md. Basim. 

6-Gafur Nagar, Okhia, 

New Delhi 

-do- 

3. -do- 

36-KhliIabad 

Ora Prakash, 

Gadwal, Basti, 

Uttar Pradesh. 

-do- 

4. -do- 

50-Guzipur 

Akhilesh, 

Vm. & P.O, Sukhdehra, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

5. -do- 

-do- 

Anil, 

Vill. Chak Ahmad, 

P.O. Kheravari, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

6. -do- 

-do- 

Amar Singh, 

Vill. & P.O. Autrouli, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

7. -do- 

-do- 

Angad. 

Vill. & P.O. Asanv, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 
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5 

8. 

General Election to the 
House of the People, 1996 
in Uttar Pradesh. 

50-Gazipur 

Gulab Chand, 

Vill. Sakartali, 

P.O. IChanpur, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

Failed to lodge any 
account of Elec¬ 
tion expenses. 

9, 

-do- 

-do- 

.litender Bhadur Singh, 

Vill. Kurthi, 

P.O. Hussainpur, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

10. 

-do- 

-do- 

Jogender, 

Vill. Hussepur (Kothia) 

PO. Nonhara, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

11. 

-do- 

-do- 

Tribhiivan Narayan, 

Vill. & PO. Patkni, 

Patkniya (U.P.) 

-do- 

12. 

-do- 

-do- 

Mahender, 

Vill. & P.O. Chakadul Sattar, 

Dist Gazipur 

(U.P.) 

-do- 

13. 

-do- 

-do- 

Mukti Narayan, 

Vill. & PO. Sarhulla, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

14. 

-do- 

-do- 

Rajkumar, S/o Madhuvan, 

Vill. Hassanpur/Bachaipur, 

PO. Bachaipur, 

Dist. Ballia, (UP) 

-do- 

15. 

-do- 

-do- 

Vijay Bhadur, 

Vill. Sonwal. 

P.O. Anharapur, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

16. 

-do- 

-do- 

Shivaji Rai, 

Vill. & PO. Gowdur, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

17. 

-do- 

-do- 

Sangam, 

Vill. Mohanpura, 

P.O. Basdevpur, 

Dist. Gazipur (UP) 

-do- 

18. 

-do- 

54-Mirjapur 

Shahzad, 

Khamria Town, 

Bhadohi (UP) 

-do- 

19. 

-do- 

-do- 

Com. Duyodhan Prasad, 
Devhadmanganj, 

Mirjapur (UP) 

Failed to lodge the 
account of elec¬ 
tion expenses in 
the manner re¬ 
quired by law. 

20. 

-do- 

-do- 

Dudhnath Shukla 

Khamria Town, 

Bhadohi (UP) 

-do- 
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2J. 

General Election to the 
House of the People, 1996 
in Uttar Pradesh. 

54-Mirzapur 

Inderjit Bharti, 

Vill. & PO. Bihsta, 

Mirjapur (UP) 

Failure to lodge the 
acjou it within 
time & in the manner 
required by law. 

22. 

-do- 

-do- 

Jai Shri Devi, 

Vill. Niranjni Market, 

Gopaganj, Bhdohi (UP) 

-do- 

23. 

-do- 

-do- 

Ramgya Devi, 

Madhopur Lohra Kha.s, 
Bhadohi (UP) 

-do- 

24. 

"do- 

55-PhuIpur 

Parsnath, 

Melethua, Allahabad (UP) 

-do- 

25. 

-do- 

56-Allahabad. 

Pramod Srivastav, 

C-25, Sector-14, 

Noida, Dist. Gaziabad, 

(U.P.) 

-do- 

26. 

-do- 

56-Allahabad 

Rambahadur Kaul, 

Neveda Pathra, Via-Karchana 
Allahabad (UP) 

-do- 

27. 

-do- 

-do- 

Ramasbankar Tiwari, 

Patlki Vashi, 

Karchana, Allahabad, 

(U.P.) 

-do- 

28. 

-do- 

74-Mathura 

Ahsok Kutnar, 

2338 Arjunpura 

Mathura (UP). 

Failed to lodge the 
account of elec¬ 
tion expenses. 


[No, 76/UP-HP/96] 
By Order, 
L. H, FARUQI, Secy. 


?rT^ 

8 1997 

3no?r^ii6.—f'T^tEpT ?rra>T ^ ( 2 ) Sr ^jrn: 

Sr ^«TT ^ ^rrtnriT % f^o; ^'t (3) ir Wrf^ fH’jfH-r Sr frrr |, pnrKT (4) 

it ^rrJFT ^n^r sr?w srf^fKr^ ^rraf^rrii, 1951 rr«Tr tc>t ^ f-mf 

gro '3‘?fi ?nT?ift 'F (5) Sr fti^rT-^'f s^riff ^r SrjgT ^^Sr Sr ; 

31^ ?T^qf«r£rf S' ?rpw f^tr ^iS 9"^ -ft ^ ’H'rr'Frar % firt^ sfSf fS^rr 

I atk fSSr^ ?rrSt»T *pr rr^rrsTFr ^ w ^ " 3 ^ tw ^rwPrr % ^ 9#^ 9 ttt^ 9 t JirrStr^ 

; 

m'. Or^rf^rr srrSk ^ ?if«riS 99 9S uirr lo-sp % S StS 9S nn^fft % (4) S fSf^ife: 

^JTfwiff Tt S^r? % ftrrft »ft 3 ppt % 9t fVrft 37 ^ ^ fWT ^r^rr fS^r^r 9^99 % 319^ ^ 'arrS afti: ^S % 

9 S criftn S rft 9 99 9S ^riwr^fSi % fSrrr 99:99 ^ 1 




a (iii)] 

KTHTT VT : 

Il,1997/ifnF5'1H 19,1619 

fTpTlfl 

9:5 


fsrsrPT TTwr 

TfioUTo sftT ^TTT 

f?r#q-.T ttFt jrr% tt 

;ri^T iiV ^r=Ti 

r^T-^m q-T qir-niT 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. IT^ST % 

f^tT 

1 9 9 tS 


■ift ^,T ffT5, 

ifTo ^rTTis 

q'lrr) 

^^rrsr^ i 

qftf m qrf'q^ iT 

2. —^1- — 

—^— 

fjfr i?!Tr^ ?F>T, 
uT'’ ^ qYo 

flfo ^9ft5T (^JTfJT??r»P‘) 
Tfrrsr^BT 1 

— 

9. —— 

—^— 

(ifj- ^ -tT^ fFTf, 

^n•o fwTFryr ?rin-pnfT, 

9To ^rpf^, 
fspTT- -^TrffT^ ITIP, 
7FTT5|^ 1 

fqfj 5'RT qrrq iT 

1 

1 

1 

? 

—— 

mo T^ir^sRl', ^PrfH'jr, 
fmrr—^j^urffT? 

1 

—— 

5. —— 

74-^ 

mo ^q'To 
fW-^fTI'P", 

8^“! 1 

4ff %isrr mPgiT 
?rq''RT’% 1 

6. 

8 2-TT^5^^ (?Toir!o) 

5;qT 

9:^54: miTT 
qto qq-r^ft^r^qr, 

fot'ii—^qi'j’', 
mTTJT^ 1 

qrTf '41 mff feqT 

7. —— 

7S-f^W 

srq’w fm*., 

mo tTo wtty^, 

mT?:TT^ 1 

—q^"r— 

8. —— 

—ar?ft— 

^snnT, 

mo q-qto vft^fft, 

TrrT5Ti^ 1 

— 

9. — 

—— 

j ' 

mo ^rf'm fmrfy:, 
qto fmfm, 

T^TTsrmn- 1 

— 
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n 

a 

4 

6 

ITtFT f^FT % 

ftrrr 

1996 

76-f^r 

WTO ■s'jRi'P^r, 'fto 
fsT^TT- 

1 

^ %qT ?pfi5r’9 f^qr 1 

—^— 

7 7-'fBtffW> (iToirra) 

‘sftJicft nJiT^, 
mo 

1 

—Hlfl— 

— 

— 

i)^?TFT, 

ITTo F3:, TTo «T?f^T, 
firwr-^fTT^, 

I 

—*f?fT— 



>5ftTnT, 

ITT o ^il'^nrs) 910 

f^PTT-^T^^, 
gmsi^ 1 

— 


7 9-?flcrTqT 

5^TT 

UTo 97^1(7, >To 
qto TT»T9ife, f^Tr-rftfTT^, 
^tTTST^ I 

— 


—^— 

rntmii?, 
ifto »Tr^5T, 

i^^., 

37TT5r^ 1 

—•ar?ft— 

— 

i34-55FfrKJrr 

?ift TOIFT ftr^TT, 

MUMni Iqw^Rcr; % 
<^3rnrT?, 
gTixsr^ 1 

—— 

—^— 

13 

«rV ■’9F, 

HFT 59 Tfo 

1 


— 

—®f^— 

'4V TFT fj^^ftT, 

HPT—'IWr (^^9^ ^ 
T^T^) Tto 

Wpft, ftiPT-'frjrFTT^, 

1 

—— 

—— 


«rl 7PT «rrPT, 

TrTF-p«f?rJT^, ^lo 
f^FTT—'TvlITHTH', 

^PT!T^ 1 

~3|#— 

—^— 

13 

HrsT *r Tto 

^^TTHT^, Htnr 1 

—Hfo'— 
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['TftIT—ttt 3 (iij)] 

V M n *PT ! 

: 1 1, 1 'i97/>inft*H 1 9, 1 4 ] 9 

927 

1 2 

..'L . 

3 

4 

5 

21. 

Ho, ’irmTT^ 

1990 

i36-firR>>pr 

5!rriT-®rt^»TnH’, 

Tto '^^STRK, 

ai'rf '6"r ^r arfew Sr 

2 2. —^— 


TTRTsrt^, i 

—— 

23. —— 

—— 

«fV f^TiaR^, 

3TiTr:(W3r 

{^^r),'^^TT, 

•Jn r a^ 1 

— 

2 4. —sr^"r— 

—jr^t— 

«iY ftR f RT, 

a'To ^VfTRT, 
f jf^I— , 

1 

-a^- 

2 5. —^— 

—ir^-- 

»^r ^fpR R(fT, 

vr<T-qRTJrr^ 

<?,-3TTaT?, ^Tar^ i 

—a^— 

26. —— 

138-iP?^^ 

■sTr faR sr^PT, 
aRT-friTRTI^, 

TTo +191 <,'T>*ijr, '4'i''T^-^Ri^i4 
OTTJT^ST 1 

— 

2 7. —-- 

—T?ft— 

«f> ^ TR, 

mJT-^TfyrtTT, 'TTo TPtm^^- 
*TR, 

1 

—aify— 

28- 

—srfY— 

«ft PRR ^R, 
TmT^q-to-R^r, 
fTr^-^nrspA, a^ i 

Wa am ar^rfara T^fr a Spur 
^aiT arf'aa fifrar 1 

29. —— 

139-?fRRR 

^>0 TR ^arr, 
arq'-'iTfRT (ar^v) 
a'fo ^'l^aiwr, 

1 

a'rf '6^ ai%a a^ farar 1 

3 0. — 

—— 

laV 3T!^>Tr ^raiT, 

aiir-fa^Wr, 

ato-?rRR»iR, 

1 

—— 

3 1. —— 

— — 

^4t aniin; ^rr^f trt, 
aR-^wRY, ato vi4i5<JH, , 
araraa^, dri *, a%^ 1 

arif at aarr arfea a^ f%ar 1 

1 

i 

T 


>at' tr ■’’TaTT, 

swa, < 

9^ 0 aTjf\^, a'lTraa^t, 

1 

— a^— 


2420 01/97—2 
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33. f^STR % 

HTsrrpir ffpitw, 

199G 


«fV TriT, 

5FT-^, 9lo-?T3TI?^n^, 
^T73^^, ^flX 11^ 1 

34. —— 

— 

^IBT q" 9to feTicf ^T, 

3 5. — ^ — 

—?r|t— 

q'to-srf^rJrK, 
srrrra^, i 

3 6. —— 

1 

ij 

? 

1 

’sfV mfT=5 TTB, 

HFT-^FTTJi; ^Tssini^, 
q>o-7q>fr ’rrrjT, 

ifl 1 

3 7. — 

140-f^'H (^roTTT'') 

^3|V, 

'^rc.-xm^T^, ^TTT4«fnr, 

1 

38. —^— 

— T^t— 

ll/834^fr5TT 
?n9^3i, 1 

39. —— 

—^:^~ 

q'to-3^T^, 
STR^T, -5T\X 1 

40 . — 

i40-%5h: (^To’srro) 

•sfl 

tiiH ^ qlo—npiiii, 

^3^ ji^Tir 1 

41- —^— 

141-|4'iJ|f 

«fV 5tnTSn?r fBR, 
irnT~#«fl 

•o 

sIB' 1 

42. — 

142-JBft5fl 

>sfV 

?1TIT ^ flo-Tl^HV, 
ifRti^, 3TR 1 

1 

f 

14 3-^m^ 

qrwTRT, 

^rrn-^ppf<,, 
qto-^T yrtett, 
pTOT-irRlSRTl, 

1 

44. — 

— 

%ll fB?, 

?rnT ^ 910 T9R^, 

foPB—^TRWlfl', 

3TR5r^ 1 


[Part II— Sec, 3(iii)] 
5 

vft BrijT I 

—— 

— ^ — 

— ^ — 

—5rfr— 

— ^ — 

—— 



3 


5 


[»!n7lT—^ 3 (iii)] 


*rTOr =rT wra.*r?g;«rT 11,i997/iTTft^ 19,19i9 


1 2 


4 


929 


%((^iraRor 

1996 

14 3-^iir^ 

tt; arif, 

itVo-WI^RT»1, 

1 

qfr^ ^ ^T Tl1%?T l%qT 1 

—^— 

--JT^— 

>sft ^r^r, 

foTHT— 

^?n:srt?r i 

—— 


—ar^— 

siVtaiTrucr, 

cT^o—^T’Rar, 
r'ji'?ii—«tKi5i^, 

5?R:aiiJT 1 

— 

—^— 

—K^— 

spTi^>irJT 
vi5<. ^IN4^1, ^0— 
firm-?KT^, 

'dTlt. 1 

—^— 

—— 

—^— 

«ft Titf aflpm, 

'fto-^THfhnriT, j 

w^sf^ijr 1 

— 

— 

144—93^5’' 

sft?RF7>T, 
wnr ^ 

^Rl^, Jl^ 1 




«ft 4T1%4:T smK, j 
WPT-^f^l, 

cfto—TfTRj 

r>i'?i 1—^ 1 

1 

—— 

-- 

~»r^t— 

irw-miTT, 

4TTT^, 

^HTRJlif?! 1 

?nTlT % ?rfqT WtJ 5RT 

5rtf«?r frtw vrarr 
5^f'pqT 1 

—5(^- 

221 wr 

*F^, 

uro-f! ?PTfR, 

I 

jfitt^ft^wrqT^q^fffqprr i 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

54. BTBTTfr 

f^’NpT, 1996 


SfERTir, 

nrfT ?n T^^TT, 

*11 ° —A, 
fsFTT-^f^, 

^rnrsTlin' i 

■iffr %»irT TTf’m nfr 
f«fnr 1 

55. — 

2 25-5mT^? 

hft-ir^T, 

qto-imr<4l, 

^nrirtw i 

— 

66. — 

—«r^— 

^nr^n:, 

in*r-’jrT5T, 

qto-^^TfeT, 

r* . r> . . _ 

rwr-JTmqT, 

^3?n:sf^ 1 

—njt— 

57. —5r^— 

225— 

imr Tt. ¥iTfxjn 

fir?n—4%irT, ^StTC st^ i 

—51^— 

58. —5i^~ 


'* ' 

faT^n—ulIWifT, "iTR ST^ 1 

—^~ 

59. —^— 

—— 

um—^SnTTJt, <11. —^^TJTT, 
f^—^JTT, Tsrrc 3T%in-1 


60. —^— 


?fT!PPT, 

^ ' 

fjwr—irf^FTT, 5T^ 1 

— 

61. —21^— 

227— 

in'. 'TfliaTT.’Tt, 
ftmr—"ifnJTT, sifvr i 

—— 

1 

f 

228—T>Tr^ 

m. ^pnr.'Tt. 
farnr—-jrfnqr, 3T^ i 

—it?T— 

6 3. — 


^r, 

^fT. »f!^,’TT. i 

f^siwr—^%iTT, TfR; snm i 

—^— 

64. —^— 

—— 

1 

inn n 'fi, g^iVrr, 
fnnr—nfnJTT, jiSm i 

~if^— 

6 5. —— 

236— 

ITT. nnl. 

fw—nRRnft, wn 1 

—sr^~ 




931 


[m^lT—’ir 3 (iii)] 

'TT^TT ■'IJl'W 

n, 19‘J7wfirirT 19,1919 


931 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 


G G. ^ 7 ; sm ^T»n 

% ftrn;, ?TTtjm 

1996 

236— 

■^Tir wre, 

irm 'll. 

fsrfTf—^rrcm€r, wr 1 

7 I airai 

tol 1 


G7. —^— 


aniRR, 

¥mar'Tte— 

f3RT—arRM^ft, 1 

—7ft— 


68. —— 

2 37—STFny: 

fURR, 

m. af’T>.—^ilfHiTT, 
iTRtil#, Srtw 1 

—7ft— 


69- —— 


TF3TRR, 

ITR^TT. trart JJRt, 

^TTT'Jnft, OTT 51^ 1 

—7ft— 


70. —— 

238—(tT. 

) Jsfl ipTR, 

iniT ar'T'te—iTOiTT, 
arRRmt, ^?fn: 1 

—7ft— 


81. —^— 

—— 

TTTRiaT, 

URT—in5^3, 
^^5^, arRRl^, 1 

—7ft— 


72. — 

24(>—^n7TOTnT 

’sflr firrar 

unr 

«1T7T—^T^ftarnr, STRRRfr, 

—7ft— 


73. —^— 

—^— 

«n’7?nTnT, 

7T7 TRiJT, 7t. TWm, 

^t?r: 7%Tfr 1 

—7ft— 


74 . — 

2 41—flR|Wl€l ^ji 

^TJR^R, 

)^l Q2[A^ 
arRRT^, 7%T(T 1 

—^Tft— 


7 5. —^— 

—llfV— 

4^511 fir?, 

1?T. —l/26^»Tirs(t4TrT, 
TTTRT^fl, 7^71 1 

—7ft— 


76. —STfl 

—if^t— 

f%B[Tfr, 

7T7—’JPTR, TTTTTT—7*®T7, 
7T7T—7RRT^, 

1 

—7ft 


1 

t 

1 

1 

2 43—arT^T'TRft 

^—2 7 /31, ^7777^, iRiR, 

’fi'i. 7RRRft, '3 ti <■ 1 

—7ft— 


7 8 , — 

244—f'rrfiTt^ 

aft tW i?r^, 
iR— 1 / 80 , TrriRjT, 

TRRT^, ^3m 7 ^ 1 

—7ft— 
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% PraKW 

1996 

—^— 

F. !t. —22/83—sp, 
'5?r«Pt5Tr ('J^FTT'P), 

q/rf lift %<ar 'xrfijT 
HfSt f^lTT 

»o. —Tfr— 

246— 

WET—'TT. SSTr, 

—^TTFRft, 1 

—^— 

S1. —^— 

—— 

Tim irresT, 

HET—'it.— 
o'^ir^T, fiwT—’TRrjpft, 

1 

— ^— 

82- —— 

— sr^t — 

^TET—’ET^T^, 'ft. —spEftjt, 
f'jEE'—^TEEft, 'dTl C Sf^WT 1 

—'q^t— 

13- 

2 62—TTSR? 

HET—^Tt, 'iter—f?Era:n:, 

—Ht^ETff, '3 tTT 1 

— wfi — 

8 4- —— 

—^— 

TErg;T?r, 

^ 'ft. —TT^Elf, 

— iftwjT, 

—3f^— 

85. — 

263— 

«ft i?ft J(EEf, 

HET—«lteT, '^to-ltePI^T, 
fw—'JTITSf^ 1 

—ar^— 

86. —— 

—^— 

lEE. IT Tto—^if»ITr?r. 
fterr—Ete'JTT^^. 'arm: Jitip i 

—at^"t— 

8 7. — 

264 —mm 

«ft 'fi’fr ^TETT. 

w >■ 

1IET-W?iy:, 'fto^faRrjT, 

'im srte 1 

— arat — 

88. — — 


UTE-tefEET ^W, 

^^o-vr^tet, 

'S^T 1 

'—“ 

89. —— 

—^^-- 

«Er-f»REt, 'fto-qJTT, 
f'SETT-ltett^T, OTT 1 

— ar|t— 

90. —^— 

26 5 — 

HETi-^'iE^T, qto-f'5EEE, 

— ar^'t — 

91. — 


s'EJ';, 

'lEfter q^ qto-iaEfter, 

'3T1T Site 1 

— ’Hlff — 
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1 2 


3 


4 


5 


92. fjfHTiT TT^T 

% mam 

1998 

93. —— 


94. —^— 


9 5. 

1997 


26.5“fTr3rt<TT 


266-^1^? (STomo) 


3 0 0'i"n^ 


38 5-f’fmT^ (afomo) 


srfiR, 

^ITo-J^Tifr, 

fira^, miT I 

¥ft Ijq iHH I'll 

qto-fsfmrr, aTRoi^Tro, 

miT s^sT I 

unr-fafia'^t, mommrj?:, 
+'M'i< mr I 

fapTr-am^urfr, miT 


vft %'»?iT ^ 

fmj I 

—^— 

—■^— 


ORDER 

Now Delhi, the 7th Soptomber, 1997 

O.N. 2)6.—Whereas, the Election Commission is satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidate specified in coliunn 4 
of the table below at the General Election to the Lejtislative 
Assembly in the State of Uttar Pradesh as specified in 
column (2) held from the coaslitiiency specified in column 
(3) against his name has failed to lodge an account of bis 
•lection expenses as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the rules made thereunder as shown 
in column (5) of the said Table; 


[?no 7e/^o5io-ko?ro/9 6] 

an^sfr 

niToDXiro TiP'qit, 

And, whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any 
reason or explanation (or the said failure even after due 
notices and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that 
they have no good reason or justification for the said 
failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pur'uance of Section 10-A of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a State for n period of 3 years from 
the date of this order ;— 


TABLE 


1. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


1. General Election to the 16-Kashipur 

Uttar Pradesh Legislative 

Assembly, 1996, 

2 . -do- -do- 


3 , -do- -do- 


4 . ^do- 


-do- 


Daulat Singh, 

Ward No, 2 Aharpura, 

Vill. & PO. Mahuwakherhaganj, 
Teh. Kashipur (U.P.) 

Shyam Arora, 

PO. & Vill. Garhi-Negi, 

Teh. Kashipur 
(Udham Singh Nagar) 

Kunwar Pal Singh, 

Vill. Shivlapur, 

Amarjhanda, PO. 

Kashipur, 

(Udham Singh Nagar) 

Harish, 

Mohalla-Rahamkhani, 

Kashipur, Distt. Udham 
Singh Nagar, 


Failure to lodge any 
account of elec¬ 
tion expenses. 


-do- 


Failurc to lodge 
account in the 
manner required 
by law. 

-do- 
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5. General Election to the 74-Behta 

Utter Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly, 1996. 

6 . -do- 82-Machhrehta 


7. -do- 


75-Biswan 


S. -do- 


-do- 


9. -do- 


-do- 


10 . -do- 


-do¬ 


ll. -do- 77-Sidhauli (SC) 


12 . -do- 

13. -do- 

14. -do- 

15. -do- 

16. -do- 


-do- 


-do- 


79-Sitapur 


-do- 

134-Ayodhya 


17. -do- 


13 5-Bikapur 


Teji, 

Vill. & PO. Seota, 

Distt. Sitapur (UP) 

Smt. Usha Devi, 

Raipura Mazara Saraibhat, 
PO. Mansisaraiyan, 

Distt. Sitapur. 

Avadhesh Kumar, 

Vill. Samdapur, 

PO. Kamlapur, 

Distt. Sitapur. 

Balram, 

Vill. & PO. Bhinaini, 

Distt. Sitapur. 

Munni Lai, 

Vill. Kothar, 

H/o-Basaiha, PO. Palhari, 
Distt. Sitapur. 

Ram Singh, 

Vill. Umrakalan, 

PO. Lakhuabehad, 

Distt. Sitapur. 

Smt. Ganga Dai, 

Vill. Puraina, 

P.O. Khurda, 

Neorajpnr, 

Distt. Sitapur. 

Medi Lai, 

Vill. Mau, PO. Ataria, 

Distt. Sitapur, 

(Uttar Pradesh) 

Shri Ram, 

Vill. Goiamau. 

PO. Jy otishah Alampur, 
Distt Sitapur. 

Sudhir Kumar urf Babloo, 
Vill Karaiya, 

H/o Jawaherpur, 

PO. Ramkot, Distt. Sitapur, 
(U.P.) 

Ram Prasad, 

Moll. Makhupur, Khairabad, 
Sitapur (U.P.) 

Shesh Narain Mishra, 
Ramghat Chaiiraha, 

Opp. Mhrishi Patanjali, 

Vidya Mandir, 

Faizabad (U.P.) 

Dargahee Ram, 

Vill. & PO. Dajruddinpur, 
Faizabad (U.P.) 


Failure to lodge any 
account of elec¬ 
tion expenses, 

-do- 


-do- 


-do- 

-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


■do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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18. General Election to the 
Uttar Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly, 1996, 

135—Bikapur 

Ram Kishore, 

Vill. Pira (Mukimpur url 
Paharpur), P.O. Mubarakpur 
Umami, Faizabad. 

Failure to lodge any 
account of elec¬ 
tion expenses. 

19. -do- 

-do- 

Ram Bharat, 

Vill, Mukimpur urf Paharpur. 

PO, Shahganj Faizabad 

U.P. 

-do- 

20 . -do- 

136-Milkipur 

Angiioo, 

Vill. & P.O. Adilpur 

Faizabad (U.P.) 

-do- 

21 . -do- 

-do- 

Baba Din, 

Vill. Kataya Bhari 

P.O, Gharauli, Faizabad. 

(U.P.) 

-do- 

22 , -do- 

136-Milkipur 

Sh. Bihari Lai, 

Vill. Jaipur, 

P.O. Bhitargaon, 

Faizabad, 

(Uttar Pradesh) 

-do- 

23. -do- 

-do- 

Bikhari, 

Vill. Sarai, Dhanethi, 

P.O. Anjrauli, Faizabad. 

(U.P.) 

-dtv 

24. -do- 

-do- 

Shiv Kumar, 

Vill, Devra, PO. Rotawan, 
Faizabad (U.P.) 

-do- 

25. d-o- 

-do- 

Sahab Bux, Yadav, 

Vill. Parsawan, Pure 

Bahelian, Faizabad. 

(U.P.) 

-dc- 

26. -do- 

138-Rudauli 

Shiv Prasad, 

Vill. Oigamberpur, 

PO. Mubarakganj, 

Distt. Fiazabad (U.P.) 

-do- 

27. -do- 

-do- 

Sita Ram, 

Vill. Banikander, 

PO, Ramsanehighat, 

Distt. Barabankl (U.P.) 

-do- 

28. -do- 

-do- 

Nirmal Kumar, 

Vill. & PO. Neora, 

Distt. Barabanki, (U.P.) 

Failure to lodge 
account in the 
manner required 
by law. 

29. -do- 

139-Da ria bad 

Ch. Ram Kumar, Yadav, 

Vill. Marucha (Mafi), 

PO. Kotva Dham Bara Banki, 
(U.P.) 

Failure to lodge any 
accoutn of elec¬ 
tion expenses. 

30. -do- 

-do- 

Ashok Kumar, 

Vill. Bikoli, PO. Safdarganj 
Barabanki, (U.P.) 

-do- 


2420 GI/97—3 
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31. 

General Election to the 
Uttar Pradesli Legislative 
Assembly, 1996- 

139-Dariabad 

Onkar Nath Rawat, 

Vill, Turkani, 

P.O. Safdarganj, Barabanki. 

Failure to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

32. 

-do- 

-do- 

Keshav Ram Rawat, 

Vill. Pure Adurj 

PO. Gazipur 

Barabanki 

(UP.) 

-do- 

.33. 

-do- 

-do- 

Nenhe Lai, 

Vill. Peri PO. Saedarganj, 
Barabanki 

-do- 

34. 

-do- 

-do- 

Nrupendra Kumar, 

Vill. & PO. Tikait Nagar, 
Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

3.‘5. 

-do- 

-do- 

Santosh Kumar, 

Vill. Belhari, 

PO. Alisabad, 

Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

36. 

-do- 

-do- 

Salik Ram, 

Vill. Danapur, Kathampur, 
Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

37. 

-do- 

140-Siddhaur (SC) 

Maika Devi 

Vill. Narainpur, PO. 
Ramsanehighat, Barabanki 

-do- 

38. 

-do- 

-do- 

Ch. Reena Kauri, 

11/834 Indira Nagar, 

Lucknow 

-do- 

39. 

-do- 

-do- 

Duli Chand, 

Vill. Kumanpur, 

Barabanki 

-do- 

40. 

-do- 

-do- 

Pitaraber, 

ViU. & PO. Kithaiya. 
Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

41. 

-do- 

141-Haidargarh 

Kamlesh Kumar, 

Vill. Kaithi H/o 

Mustafabnd 

-(hi- 

42. 

-do- 

142~Masai]li 

Usman .Ahmad, 

Vill. & PO. MasauT, 

Distt. Barabanki 

-do- 

43. 

-do- 

143-Navvabguni 

Parashu Ram, 

Vill. Jalalpur. PO. 

& Distt. Barabanki. 

-do- 

44. 

;do- 

-do- 

Brijendra Singh 

Vill. & PO. Mujibpur, 

Distt. Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

45. 

-do- 

-do- 

Gufran Ali, Alias Chand Babof 
Moh. Lakhpem Bagh, 

Kotwali, Barabanki 

-do- 
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46, 

General Elect ion lo the 
Uttat Pradesh Legi.slative 
Assembly, 1996 

14?-Na\vab£enj 

Gokaran Nath, 

Vill. Ganaura, 

PO. Sri Ram Vankuti, 

Barabanki 

Failure to lodge any 
account of elOc'icn 
expenses. 

47. 

-do- 

-do- 

Baij Nath, 

Vill. Gopalpur 

PO. Barabanki 

-do 

4fi. 

-do- 

-do- 

Ravi Vaisliya, 

Kurminlora, Kaiioongoyaii 
Barabanki 

-do- 

49, 

-do- 

-do- 

Ram Prakash, 

Banni Roshanpur, 

Khasisarayan, 

Police Station Fatehpur 
Barabanki 

Failure to lodge 
account in the 
manner required 
by law. 

50. 

-do- 

144-Fatehpur (SC) 

Sant Ram, 

Vill. & PO. Vishunpur, 
Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

51. 

-do- 

-do- 

Kalika Prasad, 

Vill. Budhana 

PO. Bandaginagar 

Distt. Barabanki (U.P.) 

-do- 

52. 

-do 

-do- 

Lalloo, 

Vill. Khakhara, 

H/o Sarawan, 

PO. Sarsawan, 

Barabanki (U.P.) 

Failure to lodge 
the account within 
time Sc in the 
manner required 

by law. 

53. 

-do- 

221-Rasra 

Kanharya, 

Vill. Chhitnahara, 

PO. Rasulpur Ballia, 

(U.P.) 

Failuic to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

54. 

-do- 

225-JBan.sdih 

Amar Nath, 

Vill. Manauli, PO. 

Dumaria, (Ballia) 

-do- 

55. 

-doK 

-do- 

Jageshar, 

Vill. Khanpur. PO. Dumaria, 
Ballia. 

-do- 

56. 

-do- 

-dd- 

Deen Dayal, 

PO. Manolali, 

PO. Dumaria, Ballia 

-do- 

57. 

-do- 

-d6- 

Nageshar, 

Vill. Manauli, PO. Dumaria, 
Ballia 

do- 

58. 

-do- 

-do- 

Mahendar, 

Vill. Khanpur, PO. Dumaria, 
Ballia. 

-od- 

59. 

-do- 

-do- 

Hari Shankar, 

Vill, ; Sc PO. Dumaria, 

Ballia, 

-do- 


24?,0GV97—3 
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60. 

General Election to the 
Uttar Pratiesh Legislative 
A.s embly, 1996 

227-Ballia 

Chandra Sltekhar, 

Vill. Parikhora 

PO. Tikhampur , (U.P.) 

Failure to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

6i. 

-do- 

228-Kopachit 

Ambika, 

Vill. Snjayat, PO. 

Chitbaragaun, Ballia 

-do- 

62. 

-do- 

-do- 

Banka, 

Vill. Kapoori, PO. Phephana 
Distt. Ballia 

-do- 

63. 

-do- 

-do- 

Suresh, 

Vill. & PO. Baghauna, 

Distt. Ballia 

-do- 

64. 

-do- 

236-Saidpur 

Narsingh Yadav, 

Vill. & PO. Dhaurahara, 

Distt. Varanasi 

-do- 

65. 

-do- 

236-Saipur 

Ram Prasad, 

Vill. Singhpur, PO. 

Choubeypur, 

Distt. Varanasi 

-do- 

66. 

-do- 

-do- 

Vans Raj, 

Vill. ; & PO. Chaitbeypur, 

Distt. Varanasi 

-do- 

67. 

-do- 

237-Dhanpur 

Kishore, 

Vill. & PO. Imiliya 

Varanasi 

-do- 

68. 

-do- 

-do- 

Raja RNm, 

Vill. & PO. Dcrawakala, 

Varanasi 

-do- 

69. 

-do- 

238-Chandauli, 

Gulab, 

Vill. & PO. Asana, 

Varanasi 

-do- 

70. 

-do- 

-do- 

Ramphal, 

Vill ; Gihirce PO. 

Majhrar, Chandauli, 

Varanasi 

do 

71. 

-do- 

240-Mughal Sarai 

Shi V Narain, 

Vill ; Jalalpur, PO. Kori, 

Police Station AUnagdr, 

Varanasi 

-do- 

72. 

-do- 

241-Varanasi Cantt. 

Sanjay Kumar, 

D-62/4 C Sonia 

Varanasi 

-do- 

73. 

-do- 

-do- 

Manjulata Singh, 

No. 1/26 D Nagawa Lanka 
Varanasi 

-do- 

74. 

-do- 

-do- 

Bihari, 

Vill. Khanao PO. Bachha© 

P.S. Rohila Varanasi 

-do 
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75. General Election to the 
Uttar Pradesh IiSgislative 
Assembly, 1996. 

76. -do- 

77. -do- 

78. -do- 

79. -do- 

80. -do- 

81. -do- 

82. -do- 

83. 'do- 

84. -do- 


85. -do- 


243- Varanasi North 

244- Chiraigaon 

-do- 

246-Gangpur, 

-do- 

-do- 

262- Rajgarh 

-do- 

263- Chunar 

264- Majhawa 


-do- 


86. -do 


-do- 


87. -do- 


265-Mirzapur 


88. -do- 


-do- 


89. -do- 


-do- 


Mridul 

Failure to lodge any 

C'27/31 Jagat Ganj, 

apcount of election 

Chait Ganj, Cantt. 

Varanasi (U P.) 

expenses. 

Gouri Shanker, 

S-1/20, Narainpur, 

Varanasi (U.P.) 

-do- 

Raj Kumar Rajbhar, 

H.No. 22/83, A, 

Pulkohna, Varanasi 

-do- 

Wakeel, 

Vill. Pure, PO. Thatra, 

Varanasi (U.P.) 

-do- 

Naga Yadav, 

Vill. Milkichakra, PO- 
Oangpur, Varanasi 

-do- 

Babu Lai, 

Vill. Chamhapur, PO. 

Kashipur, Varanasi 

-do- 

Saffcd Lai, 

Vill. Vat, PO. Shivdwar, 

Distt. Sonbhadra 

-do- 

Ram Surat, 

Vill. & PO. Raigarh, 

Distt. Mirzapur 

-do- 

Devi Prasad, 

Vill : Dhanaita, PO. Domanpur, 

-do- 

Mirzapur 


Phul Kumar, 

Vill. Dhannupur, 

P.O. Vidapur, 

Mirzapur, (U.P.) 

-00 

Ram Naresh, 

ViU. Oilman, Deoria, 

P.O. Bhadoali, Mirzapur 

-do- 

Rajendra, 

Vill. Sikri, PO Pahara, 

Mirzapur 

-do- 

Buddhoo Lai, 

Vill : Gangpur, P.O- 
Mirzapur (U.P.) 

-do- 

Thakur Prasad, 

Dhamodar Patti, 

P.O. Khamariya, 

Mirazapur 

do- 

Wakeel Ahmad, 

Bami, Lalganj, 

Mirzapur (U.P.) 

-do- 
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90. General Election to the 266-Cl)hanvey (SC) 

Uttar Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly, 1996 

91. -do- 240-Mnghal 


92. -do- 263-Chunar 


93. -do- 221-Rasrii 


94. -do- 30G-Deirapur 

95. Bye Election to the Uttar 385-Shikarpur (SC) 
Pradesh Lclgislative 

Assembly, 1997 


^ 17 1997 

3TT.3T. 217.—1951 
(1951 iPT 43 ) >1?) am io6%3i’^rmiT^rfJi^tarfT3rpfPr 
1996 3p5ff 2 it mar 9 ^, 

?nr, 21 1997 % 3if^ *6) 

tr?r\^m =rmrr ^ 1 

(ari^ 3Tfa'^[w % «tTn it wit 1 1 ) 

[#. 82 /rT,tf,-?ft,a',/( 2 / 96 )/ 97 j 

30^ R, 

xr^. 

New Delhi, the 17th September, 1997 

O.N. 217.—In pur.suunce of Section 106' o(( the Represen- 
tjitlon of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election 
CommJBsion hereby publi^es the order of the High Conrt 
of Madhya Pradesh, Gwalior dated 2)st July, 1997 in Election 
PethJon No. 2 of 1996, 

gwi rtnqmtr, aprsttir, 'ramr BENCH GWALIOR 
JISM OftPrw/^rf''^ Jtrrwr whs Election Petition No. 2/1996 
Shashi Bhnshan Bajpai, Petitioner 

straw 

Chilara Oli, Madhavganj, 

Loahkar, Gwalior (M.P.) 

Shri Madhavrao Bcihdia, Renpondent 

f^isfr 'tewir 

Jai Vilas Palace, Gwalior (M.P.) 


4 5 


Shyatn Lai, Failure to lodge any 

Vill. Negurarivai Singh, acGOunt of election 

P. O. Jigna, P.S. expenses. 

Distt. Mirzapur, (U.P.) 

Satnam, -do- 

ViU & PO. Rampur, 

Ram Nagar, Varanasi (U-P.) 

Vcchen, -do- 

Vill. & PO. Mangraha 
Distt. Mirzapur, 

(U.P.) 

Jai Ram, -do- 

Vill. Nagpura Gurva, 

PO. Teekadewari, 

Distt. Ballia (U.P.) 

Hotilal urf Hori Lai, -do- 

Vill. Chikhree PO. 

Mangalpur, Kanpur Deliat, 

Ramesh, -do- 

Vill. Murakhera, 

Khurja, Distt. 

Bulandsahar, (U.P.) 

By Order, 
[No. 76/UP-LA/96] 
L.H. FARUQI, Secy. 

Election Petition u|s. 30 and 81 of the Representation of 
People Act, 1951 In respect of 03 Gwalior Farliamentery 
Constituency in Madhya Pradesh. 4! fhtt «rr4w tw 1 

Shashi Bhushan Bajpai identified by Shfi Sanjay Agrav/ul 
Advocate, 

Prdni 24-6-1996 vl nf 1 

« 

<ifI^tRntr Dated, the 21at July, 1997 
rmwlfi} >sfl Hon’ble Justice Shri Taj Shankar J 

aftr >n»rifw nrttn^^Pr ’sfi 
^ tntisT ^ «r) 

Petitioner Advocate Shri D. S. Adil Advocate. 

aftr fkfhf) "TjTtT ww vfi 

Respondent Advocate Shri R. D. Jain with Shri N. K. 
Modi. Advocate. 

n arbsw wwif ^ fsrtt Jtw ftwt nr 1 Mtunwti Tirr 
art^«r Dated, the 2lst July, 1997 'rrfttr fWY trai; 
arr^w 

ATTACHED 

Election Petition No, 2 of 1996 
Shashi Bhushan Bajpai Petitioner 

V». 

Madhavrao Scindia Re.ipondent 

ORDER 

This election petition has been preferred by the petitioner 
u/s 80 and 81 of the Representation of People Act, 1951 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act) for declaring the election 
of the respondent from 03 Gwalior Parliamentary Constituency 
held on 7-5-96 null and void on the ground (hat the reapon- 
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dent and his election agent had committed corrupt practloes 
l^thin the meaning of Section 123 and 100(1 )(d)(iv) of the 


submitted on 15-11-96 ehallerigmg the rnamtainability of Ih# 
election iSctition. 


i (2) An application was moved by the respondent on 
15-11-96 raising preliminary objectlonfi. It was alleged in 

1 1 application that the election petition u/s 80 and 81 of 
1 Act was filed against the respondent. The copy of 
election petition has been supplied to him was accompa- 
d by a copy of the affidavit which was not in accordance 
th rule 94 -a 6t the conduct of Elections Rules, 1961, 
smuoh :is the affidavit referred to in the proviso to sub- 
ttOn (1) of Section 83 was required to be sworn before 
dagislrate of the first class or a notary or a commissioner 
oaths and it has to be in Form 25, Ihe election petition 
s on the ground of corrupt practices and the affidavit 
>uld have been as mentioned in rule 94-A in Form 25. 
B other objection raised was Uiit the Registrar at Jabalpur 
1 made an endorsement regarding presentation on the 
t page of the petition but ho such endorsement was there 
the copy of petition supplied to the respondent. Hence 
copy supplied was not the true copy, as required u/s 

[3) of the Act. It was, therefore, prayed that the petition 
dismissed. Written reply was filed by the petitioner against 
Ihis application which shall be dealt with in detail. An¬ 
other petition was moved by the respondent on 12-12-96, 
iThis purports to be a petition in continuation of the earlier 

S etition making reference to the reply of the petitioner 
t was prayed in this application as well that the petition 
hte dismissed for breach of mandatory provisions. This loo 
was replied by the petitioner. The respondent further moved 
ap application on 30-1-97 praying that the copy of the election 
tetition received by the respondent along with the notice of 
ipe Court be taken on record. Similar petition was moved 
kgald on 5-2-97 which is dated 3-2-97. Tt too was replied 
py the petitioner by filing written reply. 


(3) Learned counsel for the parties have been heard at 
^eat length on all the aforesaid applications as the prelimi- 
ary question* rmsed did not require any evidence. The pre- 
tamary objection raised by the learned counsel for the 
respondent is that the petition be dlsmlMcd at threshold as 
it did not comply with the mandatory provisions of the 
Act. The learned counsel for the petitioner, however, sub- 
liiittcd that the first question which has to be decided by 
the Court is as to whether copy of the election petition 
submitted by the respondent on 30-1-97 should be taken 
pin record or not because an objection relating to non- 
W»pHance of law with respect to tlic copy served has also 
Mven raised, I, therefore, proceed to dispose of the appli- 
kttefi dated 30-1-97 as well as dated 3-2-97 filed on 5-2-97 
lltially. In the first application dated 30-1-97 the respon- 
ent had simply mentioned that he was filing copy of the 
/igfnal election petition received by the respondent and 
be taken on record whereas the application dated 3-2-97 
lied on 5.-2-97 Is a detailed apph'cation and it is in continua- 
fen of earlier application. The prayer in both these appU- 
Btions is the same that the document be taken tm record 
ae learned counsel for the respondent contended that the 
ocumenf can be taken on record as the issues have not 
en framed and the provisions of the Code of Civil Pro- 
dnfe (hereinafter referred to as the CP C.) apply by virtue 
S. 87 of the Act, No application is actually necessary for 
l|ing documents before framing of Issues. He, therefore, 
rged that the document be taken on record. On the 
kher hand, it has been contended that the npnlication has 
|been moved 7 months after filing ct the nations and it 
as no merit. The application dated '0-1-97 did not dis¬ 
close any reason for delayed submission of the document. 
As regards the application dated 3-2-97 filed on 5-2-97 the 
' bjection of the learned counsel Is that the copy submitted 
the respondent has not been shown lo have been received 
the respondent through the process of the Court. The 
teamed counsel also contended that it ha,s no where been 
alleged in the application that the electi.on petition is pof 
(iltested under the signature of the petitioner to be a true 
ppy of the petition and there was m djie compHapr^ 
fe urfted that the petitioner had submitted^ nVonn with the 
Ctiofl petition only one copv of the petition for —rvi'-p 
the respondent as there was t.nlv One resnondent in the 
jc.. About the maintainablitv of the application and tnVinn 
if the documents he urged that as (he Preliminary objection 
Vas raised by the respondent in order to cut the Aebt 
)f the petitioner the documents ought to have, been submitted 
if the Coutt on first instance when the application was 


( 4 ) As tar as the prayer of the respondent for taking 
on record the copy of the election petition is cOnceineti, * 
do not think that this question needs eiabbrate 'consideration. 
It has not been contested by the leaWed oduosel lor the 
parties that the provisions of the C.P.C. are applicable tp 
election petitions. Both the parties have made reference to 
the C.P.C. Learned Counsel for the petitiotfer referred tp 
the provisions of 0.13 R. 2 C.P.C, and argued that t|ie 
contention that no applicatiou was required for filing docu¬ 
ments on record is incorrect because 0.13 R, 2 C.P.C. ~^ake« 
obUgatory for tfie applicant to show good cause to thp 
satisfaction of the Court for non-production of document 
by him at the first instance. The learned counsel also argued 
that if the contention is taken to be correct that issues Were 
not framed then no order was necessary to be .sought from 
the Court with re.spect to the document*- 

(5) If we pernse the provisions of 0.13 .R. 1 we find 
that it requires production of documents by 'the parties or 
their pleaders on which they rely and which has not already 
been filed in the Court at or before the settlement of issues. 
The words “at or before the settlement of issues" are impor-- 
fant. To me it appear* that this rule enables a party or 
his pleader to produce a document at or before settlement 
of issues, Rule 2 applies to these case where documentary 
evidence which should have been produced In accordance 
with the requirements of rule 1 have not been filed. Under’ 
that provision no document can Pe received at subsequent 
stage unless good cause is shown. Admittedly in the case 
in hand mvei have not been framed as yet. ConsCfeuently 
(I party can file a document even beftire the settlement of 
is-sues. In this view of the matter lengthy arjpjments ad¬ 
vanced bv the learned counsel for the parties abotit the 
right of the respondent to file copy of ih# election petition 
is cut short. Anw party to my mind, has a right to file a 
document at or before settlement of issues, on which he 
relies. Of course he is required to show good cause if the 
document is rot produced as reoulred under rule I. There 
wa.s actual'v no necessity of filing there applications and 
the respondent could file the document as a right. In fhi.s 
view of tfie matter, the anplicatfons dated 30-1-97 and 3-2-97 
moved in the Coni-t on 5-2-97 deserve to be allowed,' Thev 
are allowed and the document is. therefoie, taken on record, 

(6) Now, I come to the main objection of the learned' 
Counsel for the respondent which is two fold. Firstly, it 
has been argued tljat only ground on which the election 
of the respondent has been challenged is corrupt practicei 
Under the proviso" to S. 83(lKc) of the Act it has been 
provided that where, the petitioner alleges ativ corrupt practise 
the petition is also required to be iccoUipanied by an affidavit 
in the prescribed form in' suprwrt of the allegation of. such 
corrupt practice and the particulars thereof. The leiraed 
counsel pointed OUf that under rUle 94-A "Form of the 
affidavit to he filed with oleCtiOn petition” has been provided, 
It has been urged that It has to be sworn before a Magistrate 
of the First Clas,s of a notary or commissfener of oath* 
and it should be irt Foim 25 which provides a proforma in 
which affidavit has to be sworn in. It fuither provides that 
it is to bo sworn in before a Magistrate of the first dvM 

or a notary or a commissioner of oaths. The affidavit flieri 
alone with the petition purports to he in complalnce of 
,9, 83(c) is neither in the prescribed Form 25 nor it has 
been sworn before the competent' authoritv mentioned in 
the ntie, Tt has' a'so beep' urged that verification too is 
not valid because it has hot been shown a* to which part 
-s sworn bv per nn-il knowledge and which nart bv belief. 
The learned roiinft urged that aS the provisions have no-' 
be-n complied wiih the petition deserves dismissal at the 
threshold In support of the contention be referred to several 
autborities. 

(7) The next contention of the learned counsel is that 
the copy of the petition served on the. respondent is not the 
true copy inasmuch as it does not bear tb® endorsement of 
the authoritv before whom it was 'filed and the affidavit was 
sworn in. On the other hapd, 'he contention ^ the leafned 
counsel for the petitioner is that -lO, affidavit is reouired 
with regard to tfie atlegations envisaged u/s lOOfDfdKiv) 
rtf the Art as ffiev do not constitute allegations pf corrnnt 
practices within the meaning of S 123 of the Act. Th<“ 
learned counsel drew my attention to paragraphs 9 and 10 
and snb-paragfaphs and contended that these allesanoil* hav* 
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•uijmade u/s 100(1) (d)(iv) of ilic Act and they do not 
[ulre any affidavit, As far aa idleaations relating to 
t ^ricticU enumerated in the petition, he urged that 
ititioncr has filed an affidavit as required under the 
a to S. 83. The contention of the learned counsel 
the respondent is that the election petition is only based 
-^niTupt practices is wholly Incorrect because the allega- 
int made in para 9 and sub-paras A to R refer to gross 
Ion Of the provisions of the Act and the rules and 
t made thereunder. They also contravene the guides 
leji ismed by the Election Oomtnission. The argument 
mat the affidavit is not in conformity with the provisions of 
'Rl81i(l)(c) Is also incorrect. The afjidavit was made on 
- ,eipn affirmation by the petitioner before the Deputy Regist- 
i the M.P. High Court. Reference has been made to 

S ovislons of oaths Act, 1969 and it has been contended 
kL® administer oaths has been conferred upon 

ttprsons empowered in this behalf by the Higli Court in 
fwt of affidavits for the purposes of judicial proceedings, 
sllparned counsel contended that by potifleation No. 39-1- 
18^27 dated 5-1-72 an amendment was made in rule 1 
■^pter 3 of the M.P, High Court Rules which conferred 
If ppWer on Deputy Registrar to ariminUter oath or receive 
d^ts on solemn affirmation to be used in the High Court 
e Supreme Court. The designation of the person is not 
■iul. The powers to periiorm, the fmictlons of an oath 
issioner arc derived from the Oaths Act, The res- 
t has riot denied that Deputy Registrar can administer 
on s^otnn affirmatidn. There is no mention in rule 
and Form 25 as to what aind' of oath commissioner 
[powered to administer oath or receive affidavit pn 
aflRnnation. So far as second argument regarding the 
iment of verifying separately by knowledge and belief 
(und himself in tight corner as the verificatibn is both 
OwW^e and belief. He simply urged that the Court 
dall for a fresh affidavit. It is mere irregularity if at 
.In support of this contention the learned counsel also 
tfted to certain authorities which shall be discussed herein- 
Both the learned counsel during the course of their 
lenta laboured hard in distinguishing the cases relied 
ujtjoii I by the adverse party. 

' (^]l As fftr as the argument relating to the copy of the 
'^fc^ibp petition served on the respondent, the learned 
el, urged that the copy of the petition served on the 
^8 ih accordance with the provisions of S. 81(3) 
p Act and the contention to the contrary Is incorrect 

|(Sj) The first objection of the learned counsel for the 
mdent, as pointed out above, relates to the affidavit 
with the election petition in compliance of the provi- 
,|i of the proviso io S, 83(1) (c) of the Act. Before 
ng with this aspect it is im^rtant to mention that 
ing to the learned counsel for > the respondent the 
yj ground on which election has bceii challenged is corrupt 
trfces and this allegation reqliirts to bt supported by 
aMavit as provided under the proviso. This contention 
1 IWen challenged by the learned' counsel for the respon- 
it land it has bden pointed out that it is incorrect to sav 
t] the election has been challenged only on the ground 
oldmipt practices. Reference has been made to paras 9, 
I'llO their subparagraphs, Tt has been argued that they 
lijatet to the allegations u/s lOOdlCdinv) of the Act and 
[ such they do not reuiiire anv affidavit in suppbrt thereof 
biepuse it amounts to non-compliance of the rules or oj'ders 
ndb'under the Act. In order to resolve this controversy we 

i to look into the allegations made in para 9 and 10 Of 
lection petition. Th para 9 there are several subpara- 
a from A to R. if we no deep Inio this paragraphs 
fid that the petitioner hira.self has alleged in this para- 
that the grounds mentioned therein constitute comipt 
ces. Tt is imnortBnt to mention the relevant words 
ih this paragraph itself. They are ;— 

I’TThe corrnpt nractices and violation of the provisions 
of the B T* Act and rules/orders are enumerated 
below relatine to discrepancies, ommissions. illenali- 
ftfts. mis-renresenfations. incorrectness and fal.siflca- 
tion of account^ as the statement of account does 
not reflect corVett and' comnlete statement of all 
expensps, ffienrred or nnthoriscd bv the respondent 
and" his election Agint 

rhe averment'made in para 1 of the affidavit also shows 
jU paras 9 and 10 are' included therein and thev have 
Ibijn isbotwn to relate to corrunt nrnctices. Thus, according 
p*titibnef himself the violation 'of- the rules amounts 


til 


to corrupt practices which he has enumerated from A to 
R.. 

(10) Again a perusal of para 10 shows that the allegations 
made in this paragraph relate to the fact that according 
to the petitioner the respondent had shown a total 
expenditure of Rs. 1,39,608,25 which was not the correct or 
authorised by the respondent and his eiottion agent. The 
total expenditure incurred by the respondent had exceeded 
the limit of Rs. 4,50,OW. It has also been mentioned in 
this paragraph that the result of election in so far as it con¬ 
cerns the respondent has been materially affected by non- 
compliance with provisions of the Act and Conduct of Ejec¬ 
tions Rules hnd guide-lines, orders/directions of the Election 
Commission by committing corrupt practices within the mean¬ 
ing of s. 123 and S. 100(1 )(d)(iv) of the Act. Thus, in both 
the paragraphs the petitioner has made categorical assertion 
that the averments made therein constitute corrupt practices. 
In this view of the matter, the contention of the learned 
Counsel for the petitioner that the averments made in para 
9 and its sub-paragraphs and para 10 do not relate to cor¬ 
rupt practices and only constitute the violation of the provi- 
.sJons of the Act, Conduct of Elections Rules, guide-lines/ 
orders/directioiis of the Electioh Commission is not correct. 

(11) Apart from what has been said above, I may also 
mention that s. 123 of the Act enumerates the 
corrupt practics. Clause (6) of this section refers to ‘'The 
incurring or authorising of expenditure hi contravention of 
section 77”. The allegations made in paragraphs 9 and 10 can 
safely bo said to be covered by clause (6) of s. 123. In this 
view of the matter also it docs not appear to me: to be oor- 
reot that the allegations made in para 9 and 10 are not 
covered -within the meaning of corrupt practices. Besides 
these two paragraphs nothing has been sliown by the- learned 
counsel for the petitioner i^ich may go to show that: the 
election of the respondent has been challenged on any other 
ground other than corrupet practices. Consequently it has 
to be held that the contention of the learned Counsel for 
the respondent that the only ground of challenge of the elec¬ 
tion of the respondent is corrupt practices has to be accep¬ 
ted. I, therefore, hold that the election of the respondent 
has been challenged on the ground of corrupt practices alone 
as contended by the learned Counsel for the respondent, 

(12) Having concluded that the election of the respondent 
has been challenged pn the ground Of comipt practices, it 
has to be seen as to whether proviso to s,83(l)(c) ,haa been 
complied with or not, There is no dispute between the lear¬ 
ned Counsel for the parties that If the pefitioner alleges any 
corrupt practices the petition has to be accompanied by an 
affidavit in, the prescribed form in support of the allegation 
of such corrupt practict and the particulars thereof as pro¬ 
vided for in the proviso. It hM been contended by the lear¬ 
ned counsel for the respondent that the affidavit accompany¬ 
ing the petition is not in accordance with rule 94/y and Form 
25 as required under the law and ns such the petition is liable 
to be thrown. Petitioner's learned counsel pointed out that 
the afflda-vit filed is in compliance with the proviso, ;Rule 
94A of the conduct of Elections Rules provides for form of 
affidavit to be filed with election petition. Under this pro¬ 
vision an affidavit has to be sworn before a Magistrate of 
the fii'st class or a notary or a Oomni'asioner of Oaths and it 
has to be in Form 7,5. Jhus, there ate two twuiroraemts of 
this rale. Firstiv. the affidavit- mufft be verified before a 
Macistrate of the first class or a notary or a commissioner of 
oaths and secondly it has to be seen as to whether the afflr 
davit is in conformitv with the pro-visions of the rules and if 
it Is found that it is not in prescribed form the next ques¬ 
tion (hat arises for consideration i,s the effect of the non- 
comnliance of the nrov'so. The affidavit accompanvipg the 
petition shows that it contains two paragraphs, Fhe first 
paravraph shows that statements made in paragraphs 1 to 5 
and 7 to 11 about the commission of corrupt practices as 
mentioped in ^.123(6) read -with s. 77. 100(11 (d)fiv) and 
rules-86 and ilO of the Oonduct of Election Ru'es and parti¬ 
culars of such practices harne been sworn bv the petitioner 
as true to his hnowledoe and belief whereas para 2 has been 
sworn bv the petitioner- to be true to his information received 
fiVim .sources mentioned therein and he believed them to be 
tnie This affidavit was- sworn before the Denntv Registrar 
of-this Court at Jabalnur, The first contention of tbei learned 
co-unsr.l for the rc.spondont is that the Denntv Registrar is not 
competent person w itti.'n the meaning of rule 94A and as such 
the'affidavit -is no-affidavit in the eyes of law. It -should have 
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een aworn before a Magistrate, of the first class or a notary 
r a commissioner of oaths. Qa the other hand, it has been 
rgued, as mentioned abovp, that under the Act the power to 
E^dmimistcr oath has been conferred upon the Deputy Regis- 
tjrar by the High Court in respect of affidavits for the pur¬ 
se of judicial proceedings. By notification No. 39-1-22-18- 
.7 dhted 5-J-72 an amendment was tnade in M. P. High 
ourt Rules by virtue of which the Deputy. Registrar was 
mpowered to administer oath or receive affidavits on solemn 
ion to be used in the High Court and the Supreme 
lurt. The learned counsel urged that the designation of 
le tierson is not very material. \Vhat is' relevant is whether 
le Eteputy Registrar can administer oath or receive affidavit 
In solemn affirmation. It has not been denied by the respon¬ 
dent that Deputy Registrar can adjainiiter oath or recerve 
affidavit on solemn affirmalion. In Prom 25 
it has nowhere been stated that what kind to Oath Commis- 
Isionor is erttpowered tp administer oath or receive affidavit 
pn solemn affirmation. I have already shown that the 
Qvisions of rule 94-A- require that the affidavit has to 
1 sworn before a hfagistrate of the first class or a notary 
' a pommissioneri of oaths. Thus, under this provision the 
^daylt can be sworn before these tliree authorities alone 
i,e, a Magistrate of the first class or a notary or a commis- 
Isioner or oaths, It cannot bp, said that this is merely 
;i|lustrdtive. If rlic rule specifically authorifcs who can 
minister oath it cannot be doubted that the provisions of 
pndtlct of Elections Rules have to be complied with and 
there is any law to the contrary even then the.se Rules 
.ye to be complied. There is no dispute between the 
irties that the affidavit in question was sworn before the 
'epirty Registrar at Jabalpiii!, Chapter III of the M.P. 
^gh Court Rules provides for affidavits. Under Rule 1 the 
pi^uty Registrar, a notary public appointed under the 
Notaries Act and other persons mentioned in Section 539 of 
the Ct. P.C, and Section 139 of the C.P.C, are persons em- 
powereej to administer the oath or receive the solemn afflr- 
hiatlon in the ca.se of affidavits to be used in this Cofirt and 
the Supreme Cotirt, Thus, it is true that the Deputy Registrar 
hpa been empowered to administer oath in case of affidavits 
to be filed in this Court as well os in the Supreme Court. 
The rules framed bv this Court in. Chapter VII relates to 
j'Rnles Relating to Election Petitions”. Rule 9 of these rules 
^ very important. It provides : 

, "9: The rules of the High Court shall apply in so far 

. as they are not inconsistent with the Representation 
r of the People Act, 1951 or the ftiles, if any, made 

[ thereunder or the Civil Procedure Code or these 

rules in respect ■Ctf all matter including proctsses 
and process fees, issuance of orders, copies and 
I copying fees, deposit and Withdrawal of money, 

I forms,' affidavits, etc.” 

i In this way. these rules cannot supersede the provisions 
t)jr rule 94-A, The contention of the learned counsel for 
l|e petitioner is that the Deputy Registrar is Included wttbin 
the meaning of “Oath Commissioner”. He derives strength 
to his argument from the provisions of the Oaths Act. The 
contention, of the learned counsel for the respondent is that 
tiile 94-A of Conduct of Elections ^ Rules shows that it is 
Wligafory on the part of the petitioner that the affidavit 
wrto be , sWorh only before the tljreo authorities nrovided 
inerein. Me also urged that after 1966 Comtnildtener of 
Ojaths Rules were framed in thri State In the year 1977 at 
serial .No, 5798-Tcpn-l-27-75 dated 25-3-77 and under tHese 
•tiles a provision has been made for annointment of Oath 
4onjmfesk>per and presently oath commis,sioneTB are funotion- 
inltt'Wf over' the State, Mence. the contention that the Deputy 
RfegTsitnr Is also included within the meaning of oath cOln- 
nftssioiner is not correct. 

[(131 The learned counsel for the petitioner placed rellanoo 
i[|6^ ^AIR 1964 SC 1545 (Murarka Radhey Shvam V. 
Rpopsingh). In this cfise th^ affidavit was in the prescribed 
fjonn but due to inexffericnce of the oath commissioner ho 
ide a mistake in the. yerifle^on portion of the affidavit 
d, it. was. therefore. ,'hfiTd that fljc mistake of the oath 
■■ ‘■‘issfoner in verifying, the a(Ifdavit: conid not be sufficient 
'■'•'for dismissal of the peutiohor'ai petition summiirily. 
Istake that was holnted , 0 Ut was that the Oaths Coro- 
....'sstoner instead .of "verified, before me” used the words 
‘rferifled bv me". TbP signaftire of the doponopt had been 
blaJned, in betwpw, tbe writing wirh respect to admission 
in oath' of the contents of the affidavit by the petltionef 
rid' the verification by the Oaths Commissioner. It was 



observed that according to the prescribed form the verifica¬ 
tion should bo "solemnly Altlrmod or sworn fay” “'suett and 
such” on “such and such date” betore me. The court 
opsorved that me vcrmoation ot the atndavit Ot the, petitloneT 
apparenuy shows that it was not m me presenned term 
but reading as a wti>,>je tbe verfficatjon carries the samd 
sense as anetiaod by the words mentioned in the prescrioed 
torm, ’the 'mistaite of tno oath comnunsioner was tneratore, 
held to be iiisunicient for dismissal df the pctitioh summiully..' 
Tills view ot the Tribunal was approved by the Ape* GQlirt. 
The Quezon involved m the present case is not such. Here 
the contention is (hat the affidavit had been sworn hetoro 
the Deputy Registrar who is not included within the autnoy 
rities mentioned under Rule 94A. It has tO be sOeti as to 
whether the D^uty Registrar of the High Court come* within 
the ambit of oaths commissioner as mentioned ia Rule 94.^ 
Thus, to my mind, this authority d[oes not help the learned 
coun.scl for the netilioncr. 

(14J The next authority on which much reliance has beeni 
placed hy the learned counsel for the petitioner is the deoisioa 
of the Apex Court reported m AIR 1966 SC 436 (Komal 
Naram Sbarma v. Dwarkn Prasad Mishra). In, that case 
the question that had wisen was that the election peutiM) 
was .supported by an aflidavit sworn before a District Clerk 
ot Court who was appointed Commissioner of Oaths u/s. 139 
C.PC. for adininistering oaths. He was a Clerk of Dietrtet 
Court. Jabalptifi An objection was raised that the affidavit 
was not sworp before the proper authority as required igidar 
rule 94A of the Conduct of Elections Rules. It was, therefore, 
prayed that tbe election petition should be dismissed or tbe 
allegations about corrupt practices shcmld be struck off. This 
objectlcm was accepted fay the Tribunal hut the Tribunal 
allowed filing of proper affidavit and a fresh affidavit tvaa 
taken op record. No actiem was taken against that ontar, 

A speciiic issue was struck with respect to the affidavit filed 
in support of his petition as to whether It Was .proporff 
sworn before the competent officer to attest and autheantate 
an affidavit and did pot comply with the provisions <# S. 63, 
of the Act and the rules made thereunder. This Cowt had 
considered the question as to whether rule 94A wria manda¬ 
tory or directory but it did not addoeatr itself to the queetkin, 
whether the first affidavit was proper car not. The AtMk 
Court observed that it was not comidered perhaps dlie to fhfr 
fact that the appellant seems fo have conceded beft>t»'tthtJ‘" 
Tribunal that the first affidavit was not Txoper. Thi* cOn* 
cession jvas sought to be withrfrnwn. While considorinit this 
question the Apex Court made an enquiry as to whOtnoUfO 
the State of Madhya Pradesh there was any provision utt^ 
which commissioner of oaths could be appointed but nOnfc 
was showh. Under these oircumstances the Apex Court held 
that it may be that the affidavit sworn before the District 
Clerk may, not be good for the purptmes of Crt' P.C.' vice 
versa but that is because the restriction is to bo found (n 
Section 139 of the one Code and S. 539 of the offier. Rum 
9ilA made no such condition and made rooeivablo'on affidavit 
sworn before a commiasionor of oath4 withtmt splocifylnB' 
ot what kind. In the caac to hand! the learned counsel coft-- 
tended that as thp High Court anfended the existing Rhle 1 
of Chapter Til by flottftcation Mo. 39-1-22-18-27 dated 5-1--7? 
and introduced the Deputy Registrar, hence he is the coo^ ' 
petent person to adminirter oath. Oinscquently, the affldatrit ' 
sworn before the Deputy RersttBr is a valid nffladvit. I 
hav? carefully gone through' the said authority. It may be 
mentioned that iti was anecificallv held to that case ttUff tTW, 
affidavit sworn bofOPe Clerk of Court undonbtedlv was vfCHa' 
a.» he was commissioner of oaths. Thus', it is'‘’lmoortant (hat 
the emphasis is on commissioner of oaths and as tbe Clerk 
of Court was commissioner of oaths empbwered by the comne^ 
tent authority the affidavit sworn before him was held to bef 
valid. To my mtodi thir aufhoritv la'VS dowti that the'.affi¬ 
davit must be heftyrd "ft commissioner of oaths. The CdiiW 
laid stress' uoon the fact that the person before whom thP' 
affidavit is verified shoo'd he n commissioner of baths. It 
was, however, observed that nile 94A did not ijriecifv as tol 
what kind of Commissioner should he hnt the *fact re.tnafns. 
that thr person before, whcfm the affiffev't has (b hf yen'fled 
should be a Cpnimisstoner of oaths. After 1966 nil nie riiles 
existing were done nway tWth apd the- High fkvurt issued 
nodfleafierri No.579i?-Tecn-l-27-75 d*(ed 25-3i77 under which 
in' exefrise of, ptS^'efli conferred u/s 139 C.P.C. , reed with 
S. 122 C.1P.C, aft .the niles framed o(lrifer wern'annerxeded 
and , new niles were frairt^. Thes® rules'defliti*,,-'Orth ■ 
Commiasioncri. Secfioi) 119 -Qf the C.I’.C. makes a 
for oath on afUdKyit'by tvhoiv *o be admlrastefod. Tnd 
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aforesaid rules of 1977 were framed under this provision. 
Jti AIR 1975 SC 968 (Prabhunarayan v. A, K. Shrivastava) 
it was lajcd do^vn that the M. P. Hifth Court Rules do not 
apply to the election petitions. The case of AIR 1966 SC 
4.16 is di.'tingiii.sliahle on another Ki’ound also. In that case 
the Court pointed out that the Apex Court made enquiry 
as to whether in the State of Madhya Piadesli there whs any 
provision under which the commissioner of oaths was ap¬ 
pointed but none was shown. 

(15) The question now is as to whether the Deputy Rejiis- 
Irar can be included within the delinition of ‘Oath Commis- 
s.'oner’. I have also .said above that the rules framed n/s- 
139 C.P.C. define ‘Oath Commissioner' in rule 2^ as follows : 
"iiRif airtTw'' if arPiH-Fr | riff sq-fiRr sfl arf^iimifV ^ 
fVn-trftpnr Rflinr iff triTr itta (t) ^ 

»f 8 r> t?r ^"tJrPfRrr Rf^r VI ottt 297 V artfiT srrfttffir frif 
'■ttiRr'wr rt ^ Vt wr 

?Rhrm ftr# ftrlVif srfrRt Vi Errcr 139 (r) V steFir 
RTSTTIRI: RI [RiifR RJR if RlffR flttfl RRT ^I 

Now if we revert to Chapter Ilf Rule 1 of the Hi^ Court 
Rules wo find that it makes a provision for administering 
oaths in case of alfidavits to be used in tho High Court and 
the Supreme Court. It authorises three aullwrities, i.e. Deputy 
Registrar, a notary (ufidic appointed under Notaries Act, 1952. 
and other persons mentioned in S. 539 Cr. P.C. and S. 139 
C.P.C. To my mind, it clearly goes to show that there are 
three different auihorities who have been empowered to ad¬ 
minister oaths or receive affidavits on solemn alfirmatioti, It 
in useful to mention here that the persons authorised to 
administer oaths u/s. 539 Cr.P.C'. and Section 139 of the 
C.P.C. have been defined to be oath commissiooier in. the rules 
mentioned hereinabove of 1977, Consequently, Deputy Re- 
aistrar is a difl'erent authority than that of oath commismoncr. 
Of course he too has been authorised to administer oath 
and receive on solemn affirmation alfidavits in the case to 
be used in the High Couit and tho Supreme Court, Thus, 
t am of the view that Deputy Regi.straj in spite of the fact 
that he has an authority to administer oath or receive solemn 
afllrniation in the case of affidavits is a different authority 
and it cannot be said to be included in the definition of oath 
commissioner. Rule 94A of the Conduct of Electionsi Rules 
does not provide ihat an affidavit may be sworn before any 
other competent authority empowered to administer oath. Had 
there been a specific provision that affidavit may be sworn 
before any competent authority empowered to administer oath, 
in that ca.se Deputy Registrar could be .said to be a competent 
authority within the ambit of Rule 94A. As it prescribed 
only three specific auihorities hence any rule toi the contrary 
or any authority to wliom the power to administer oath is 
confentd cannot be raid to be included within the ambit of 
this rule. The afoi'csaid ease of Miirnrka Radhey Shyam, 
(herefora, does not supporl tbe contention that affidavils .sworn 
before the Deputy Registrar is a valid affidavit in spite df 
the fact that the Deputy Registrar is much Iiisher authority 
than that of District Clerk of Court. The iimsle reason 
in that the Anex Court had snecifically held tliat the District 
Clerk of Court was und’ouhtedlv .a commissionec of oaths. 
T hrve already said above tliat the Deputy Registrar in .spite 
of the fact that he has beep authorised to pAtumister oath, 
cannot be said (o be include'.] within the definition of com- 
mi.s*ioner of oaths. Hence, the affidavit which was to be 
filed in accordance with the proviso to S. 83(nfc') mnst be 
as provided under rule 94A. As the affidavit sworn before 
the DeniPv Reeiclr'']- cannot be quid to he itn affidavit .qwnrn 
before either of the tlpee aiifboritie.s mentioned in rule 94A. 
it cannot lie held to be h viil'd affidavit ip cnmnl’ance with 
the .said law. I. thereio'e. arree with the learned counsel 
for the lesnondeni and hold that the .affidavit filed .alone with 
election petition vdth ifsncct to the allegations of corrupt 
practices i.s not an iifild'-v't in compliance v'ith the law. 

(16) Learned counsel for the respondent lias also attacked 
the verification of the affidavit filed along with tho petition 
on another ground. He argued that it i.s also not in conso¬ 
nance with Form 25. The contention is tJiat Form 25 pro¬ 
vides the form in which the affidavit has to be filed. If we 
go through this form we find in the beginning of the affi¬ 
davit that the deponent has to mention that he states on 
solemn affirmation/oath. Fverv paragraph has to bo speci¬ 
fically sworn. In parn 1 it ha.4 been mentioned that the 
deponent has fo specify ihe contents of the pai'afiraphs of 


die accompanying election petition about the commission of 
the corrupt practice and to say <m oath that they were true 
to his knowledge. In the other paragraph it is required that 
tlie deponent must mention that the statements made in para¬ 
graphs.of the said petition and the 

paragraphs of the scJiedule annexed thereto were true to his 
mformat'on. Tniis. it lias to be specifically sworn as to what 
paragraphs aie sworn to be true to his knowledge and what 
paragraphs are true to his infoimalion. The learned counsel 
tor the petitioner, on the other handi ccaitended that the affi¬ 
davit has been sowrn by the deponent in accordance v/ith 
hiw. I have carefully con.sidered the contentions of the 
learned cotmsd fc'r the parlies and have also perused the 
affidavit in qucslffin. .A pcrtisal of the affidavit filed by the 
lietitioiier which is at page 31 of the petition shows that in 
para 1 he has mentioned certain paragraphs aboitt the com¬ 
mission of corrupt practices and has sworn them to be true 
“to Ills knowledge and belief’’. In tho second paragraph it 
appears that it has been sworn on the basis of belief. There 
is also no mention of scliediile. In the verification clause 
the deponent has made a sweeping verification to the effect 
that contents of para Nos. 1 and, 2 of the above affidavit 
were tnie to hi.s knowledge and belief. This verification 
cannot be said to be in conformity with the above form 
because there i.s no specification whatsoever as to what con¬ 
tents weie true to the knowledge of the deponent and what 
weie true on infosmation. He has nowhete separated tho 
allegations wiiich were tiue to his knowledge and which were 
believed by him to he true. There is also no mention of 
schedule. 1 am, therefore, of the view that the affidavit 
i.s certainly not in conformity with the law as contended by 
tlic learned counsel for llie lespondent. 

(17) Before parting with the question of the validity of 
tlie affidavit, 1 may also mention another argument of the 
learned counsel for the respondent, ft has been contended 
by the learned counsel for tho respondent that in the affi¬ 
davit it has also to be mentioned by the deponent as to who 
gave him the information. This question came up for con¬ 
sideration before the Apex Cotiil in the authority relied upon 
by the learned counsel for the petitioner reported in AIR 
1973 SC 2513 (Kriahan Chander V, Ramlal), In that case 
it was laid down that there is nothing in the Form 25 which 
requires the petitioner to state the sourco or sources of his 
information. It was also laid down that when there are 
.specific rules made under the Acl which govern the election 
petitions, no other Rules are applicable. Rule 7 of Chapter 
III of the M. P, High Court Rules which makes a provision 
that every affidavit should clearly express how much is a 
statement of the declarant’s knowledge and how much is a 
statement made on his information or belief and must also 
state the sources or grounds of the information or belief with 
sufficient particularly, 1 have already said above that 
rule 9 of Chapter VII which deals with rules relating to elec¬ 
tion petitions provides that the High Court rules apply in so 
far a.s they are not incansislent with the Representation of 
People Acl, 1951 or Ihe rules made thereunder. A.s clause 
(b) of Foim 25 docs not require the source of source* of 
information this rule being contrary, is not applicable. I, 
therefore, repel this contention of the learned coimsel for the 
respondent. In view of what has been said above in the fore- 
.golng paragraphs 1 conclude that the affidavit filed by the 
petitioner along with election petition i.s not in accordance 
with law and is an invalid affidavit. 

(18) Having found that the affidavit filed by the petitioner 
along with election petition is not 11 valid affidavit, it has 
to be .seen as to what is its effect. Learned counsel for the 
lespondent placed reliance upon AIR 1996 SC (Dr. Shipra 
etc. V. Shantilal Kholwal) and contemled that as the affidavit 
relating to corrupt practices is not in accordanc* with law 
tlie election petition has to be dismissed at its th'-esbold, In 
this case the question was as to whether the copy of the 
election petition accompanied by supporting affidavit served 
on the respective respondent along with Form 25 prescribed 
under rule 94A of the Conduct of Elections Rules 1961 
without attestation part duly verified by tho District Magls,- 
trate Notary/Oath Comnljssioncr could be said to be “True 
anrl correct copy" of the election petition as envisaged in 
.s.SHS) of Ihe Act. The Apex Cxmrt took into consideration 
(he entire law on the subject and tlie previous decisions of 
the Court and observed “Since the corrupt practices are 
required to be proved to the flit, the element of vagueness 
would immediately vitiate the election petition”. It was also 
laid down ; “Verification by .a Notary or any other pres- 
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cribed authority is a vita] act which assures that ihc election 
pedtioner had affirmed before the notary elc. that the state¬ 
ment containing imputation or corrupt practices was duly 
and solemnly veritied to be correct statement to the best of 
his knowledge or information as speciiied in the election 
petition and the affidavit tiled m support thereof; that rein- 
torces the assertions, ft was further observed in that case 
Ihat Form 25 mandates verification before the prescribed 
authority.” 'I'herefore, the compliance of the statutory re¬ 
quirement is an integral part of the election petition and true 
copy supplied to the returned candidate should as a since 
quanon contain the due verification and aitestatioii by the 
prescribed authority and certified to he true copy by the 
election petitioner m his/her own signature. The principle 
of substantial compliance can not bo accepted m the fact 
situation. Tluis, this authoiity specifically shows that Form 
25 mandates verification before the prescribed authority and 
the compliance of this statutory requirement is an Integral 
part of the election petition. 

(19) The learned Counsel also relied upon another deci¬ 
sion of the Apex Court reported in 1997 Vol. I M. P. W. N.- 
Notc 6 (Harcharan Singn Josh V. Shri Hurl Kishan) in. 
which the aforesaid authority of Ur. Shhipra was relied upon. 
He also referred to a decision of this Court reported in 1997 
(11 M.P.W.N, Note 174 (Dharmalal) where also this Court 
iciied upon the aforesaid authority of Dr. Shipru. There are un- 
icported decisions of this Court also on which reliance ha.s 
been placed i,e. Election Petition No. 21/94 (Bhagwati 
Sharan) decided on 23-8-96, and No. 49/94 (Narendra) de¬ 
cided on 31-7-96. The learned Counsel for the petitioner 
contended that these authorities are not applicable. The 
unreported decisions us well as the case of Harcharan Singh 
.show that they have been decided on the basis of Dr. Shipra’s 
case. According to the learned counsel Dr. Shlpta’s case is 
not applicable because in that case the supporting affidavit 
which was served on the respondent did not contain any 
verification, The plea taken by the respondent was that that 
the copy seiwed on the respondent along with Form 25 with¬ 
out attestation part duly; verified cannot be said to be true 
and correct copy as envisaged u/s 81(31 of the Act, Thu.s, 
ilte question that had arisen for consideration pertained to the 
absence of any attestation on the copy of the petition served 
on the respondent as a result cf which the respondent was 
not in a position to ascertain whether, in fact, contents of 
the affidavit were sworn, affirmed and signed before Magis¬ 
trate or notary or a person In whose presence swearing on 
affirmation was made had the authority to administer oath 
and further that the respondent was not in a position to 
point out whether the person who is said to have administered 
the oath was in existence or signature and endorsement on 
the affidavit purported to have been made by that authoiity 
were fake. The Court took into consideration as to what 
constitutes a true copy. The learned Counsel laid emphasis 
upon para 10 of the Judgment. I have carefully considered 
tlie contention of the learned Counsel for the parties and 
have also gone through the aforesaid authority. No doubt, 
it is tiue that in Dr. Shipra’s case u preliminaiy objection 
was raised relating to copy of the petition together with the 
.affidavit in support of the election petition. It was conten¬ 
ded that they did not contain due verification and attestation 
by the prescribed authority. The petition was not maintain¬ 
able u/s 81(1 )(c) of the Act. While considering the preli¬ 
minary objection the Apex Court, as pointed out above, 
took into consideration as to what was the requirement of 
law. I have already quoted above, the relevant portion from 
tlie aforesaid Judgement which cleaily goes to show that veri¬ 
fication by a notary or any other prescribed authority is a vital 
act which assures that (he election petitioner had aflinned 
before the notary etc. that the satement coffiaining imputa¬ 
tion or corrupt practices was duly and solemnly verified to 
bo correct statement to the best of his knowledge or infor¬ 
mation as specified in the election petition and the affidavit 
filed in support thereof. Thus, to contend that the autho¬ 
rity dealt with the question of copy alone does not appear 
lo bo correct. To my mind, this authority specifically lays 
down that Form 25 must be verified and attest^ by the pres¬ 
cribed .authority and it has been said so in this case. In the 
teeth of this fact that the Court specifically held that Form 
25 mandates verification before the prescribed authority, the 
contention is wholly unfounded. This authority, to my mind, 
applies on all force and fully supports the learned Counsel 
for the respondent. It has also been relied upon In subse¬ 
quent decision of the Apex Court ns v'ell ns of this Court 
in the .aforesaid decisions. 


(.20) Learned Counsel for the petitioner argued that the 
petition cannot be dismissed as its (hrcshold for two reasons. 
Firstly, besides corrupt practices there are also, other grounds 
on which the election has been challenged and secondly s.86 
of the Act provides that the petition can be dismissed only 
if it does not comply witli the provisions of sections 81 or 
82 or 117. In the present case non-c®mplinnce of provision 
to s.81(3) has been alleged, hence, it cannot be dismissed 
at Its threshold. As tm as the fiist part of tlie argument is 
concerned I may reiterate that the contention of the learned 
counsel for the petitioner is that apart from corrupt practices 
averments made in para 9 and 10 and their sub-paragraphs 
pertain to allegations u/s 101 (1)(cl)(iv) and they did not re¬ 
quire any affidavit as they did not contain corrupt practices. 
J'his question has already been discussed in the earlier part 
of this order and it lias been found that even these allega¬ 
tions constitute corrupt practices even according to the peti¬ 
tioner himself. Thus, this contention is not correct. In sup¬ 
port of his contention that the petition cannot be dismissed 
at its threshold u/s 86 because under this section a petition 
can be dismissed only if there is non-compliance of s.81, 82 
or 117 the Learned counsel placed reliance upon AIR 1974 
SC 968 (Prabhunarayan V. A. K. Shriviistava). In that case 
the Apex Court observed that according to s.86 only peti¬ 
tions which do not comply with the provisions of s. 81, 82 
or 117 are liable to be dismissed. I may mention here that 
in that case the affidavit filed in support of the election peti¬ 
tion was ill accordance with Form 25. In Dr. Shipra’s case 
a similar argument was I'alsed before the Apex Court which 
has been mentioned in para 12 of the Judgment. There the 
argument was that the petition could not be dismissed u/s 
86 at the threshold on account of the omission on the part 
of the Registry of the High Court to point out tlie same as 
per its procedure cannot be countenanced. The Apex Court 
■observed “Lapse on the part of the Registry is not an insu¬ 
rance to deny to the returned candidate the plea that the 
attestation of the affidavit and its certification to be a true 
copy is an integral prt of the pleadings in the election peti¬ 
tion”, It was specifically held that "Sections 81. 83 (1) (c) 
and 86 read with rule 94A of the Rules and Form 25 ore 
to be read conjointly as an integral scheme. When so read, 
if the Court finds on an objection, being raised by the re¬ 
turned candidate, a.s to the mainlainability of the election 
petition, the Court is required to go info the question and 
decide the preliminary objection. In case the Court does 
not up-hold the same, the need to conduct trial would arise. 
If the Court up-holds the preliminary objection, the election 
petition would result in dismissal at the thresh-'Old as the Court 
is left with no opinion except to dismiss the same”. Thus, this 
observation is complete answer to the argument of the lear¬ 
ned counsel for the petitioner based upon Prabhunarayan’s 
case. It has been specifically ruled that .section 81. 83(1 )(c) 
read with rule 94A and Form 25 are to be rend conjointly 
.as an integral scheme. Consequently there is no escape from 
the conclusion that as the petitioner did not comply with the 
requirements of rule 94A and Form 25 tlie petition deser¬ 
ves to be dismissed at its threshold as the election has been 
challenged .solely on the ground of corrupt praclice.s, as said 
above 

(21) Apart from what has been said above. I may also 
mention another argument of the learned counsel for the 
respondent. The objection is that copy of the petition seived 
on the respondent is not the true copy as it does not beaii 
an endorsement of the authority befbre whom the petition 
was verified and the affidavit was sworn. In support of this 
contention the respondent has filed copy of the election peti¬ 
tion served upon him .and which has been taken on record 
as discussed above. In reply to this contention the argument 
of the learned counsel for the petitioner i.s that the copy of 
the election petition which has been served on the respondent 
clearly shows that the affidavit was sworn before the Deputy 
Registrar who was authorised to administer oath. Tfie copy 
filed by the respondent which was terved upon him shows 
that it has been attested to be true copy by the petitioner him¬ 
self, Endorsement on the copy is to the effiect that “Attested 
to be a true copy under my own signatures’’. It purports to 
have been signed by the petitioner, It does not bear any 
endorsement of the authority before whom it was verified 
and the affidavit was sworn. In the aforesaid case of Dr. 
Shipra Copy of affidavit supplied to the respondent did not 
contain verification by the notary who had attested the 
original affidavit filed along with election petition certifying 
lo be a true copy. In the case in hand, as said earlier. 
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even the 'original affidavit was not sworn before the com¬ 
petent authority. The copy shows that the affidavit was 
sworn before the Deputy Registrar. The law requires that 
the copy must also show that verification was made by the 
notaiT who had attested the original affidavit filed along 
with election petition. In that case it was held in para 
11 that : 

“Therefuie, coiiiidiance of the stationaiy requirement 
i.s an integral part of tlie election petition and hue 
copy supplied to the returned candfd.rte should as 
a sine quanon contain the due verification and 
attestation hy the prescrihed authority and certified 
to be true copy by the election petition in his/her 
own signature. The principle of substantial com¬ 
pliance cannot be accepted in the fact situation.” 
A.s the original affidavit itself was not properly sworn before 
the C'Ompeteht authority it can safely be said that the copy 


supplied was not in conformity with the law. This ground 
too can, therefore, be said to he a ground for dismissal 
of the petition at the threshold. 

(22) In view of what has been said above I uphold the 
pieliminary objection of the learned counsel for the rc.spon- 
dent and hold that essential requirements of law have not 
been complied with. The election petition is accordingly 
dismissed at its threshold. The costs of the petition .shall, 
however, be bonic by the parties. 

Sd. - TeJ Shankar, Judge 
Election Judge 
21-7-1997 

fNo, 82/MP-IlP/2/%)/y7J 
By order, 
1- H. F.\RU0T. Seey. 


17 1997 
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. 434j^T.~'iT.H. 193 ( 2 ) iTRrfRfta?T»l>i>tlT fT9' tsilW, — 

fSTT ^ 'TiT'tfr T 2B 5|.TT ^I’tstTr 4,(-i, aiV 8 Tf StWttffti'T % fSlH qv 


TTRJifV 



STif-TiAr TT 

3l'tT 

3Tlfwr 

1 


2 

4. 

fTsfiTfi' aTifq.ffr 

2 ai'jT 

sraT 

vr»r?r f/ig 400001 

G. 


Kiftiffir'jT, it. 

qdi 4 0 0 0 01 

8- 

qrr fTTfTJT 

ajftrqiET . 4 

Yt. p-rr. 

>5 ' 

Tnr, 3i«-fr (Tf^^p), fjT^#-40oosa 


3Tr^?r Tf, 

['T. 434 /frff.Tr.ff./ 95 ( 2 )] 
if ifJT ftTriA, fffitjrffi (JilTrfffi'), atlTT 


New Delhi, the 17th September, 1997 

O.N. 218.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 22 of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Commission hereby dirccls that the following amendment shall 
be made in its Notification No. 434/MT-HP/93(2), dated 30th March, 1993; namely — 

In column 2 of the table appended to the said Notification, for the existing entries at serial numbers 4, 6 and 
8 following entries shall be substituted ; — 
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TABLE 

No. & Name ol Returning Officer of the Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Assistant Returning Officcr(s) 

1 

2 

4, Returning Officer of 

4-Mumbai Soutli Parliamentary Constituency , 

2. Additional Superintendent of Stamps, Mumbai 
City Town Hall Central Library, 

Shahid Bhagat Singh Road, Fort, Mumbai-400 001. 

6. Reluming Officer of 

6-Murnhai North Central Parliamentary Conslituency 

Competent Aatlianty, Great.-r Mumbai, D.D. 
Building, 4th Floor, Old Custom House, Fort, 
Mumbai'400 001. 

8. Returning Officer of 

8-Mumbai NortJi West ParliamcnUiry Con.stituency 

Special Land Acquisition Oliicer, No. 4, Mumbai 
Suburban District, D,N. Road, Andheri (West), 
Mumbai-400 058. 


By order, 
[No. 434 MT-HP/95(2)] 
AJAY MITTAL, Director (Admnistrafion)- 
Cnm-Principal Secy. 


3 0 1997 

311'. 3T . 21 9.“^’TT TfPrfTfQ'r^ 3Tfsi'f?r9'iT, 19 5 1 ( 1 9 5 1 

411 43) T^aTTf 2 2 'ft OTaTTV ( 1) STTT 
•fiT am'T RTT ffT^T^?r 3i-fq>l- ITTl q-? fT^HT 

^?TT % fwr THT'? 7 ^1=9', 1994 

1R-. 434/?ff ./94( 1) it 3Tmm 4vt 27 

1 994, 1 1 3TTW, 1 995, 18 1996, 21 'Tl^sf, 

1996, 30 fsORTHtT, 1996 3f'TT 3 1997 3TTf 

irm'ti'Ti'lfa'T ■iTi^'=rf^cr fw; 3T«i-f?r:— 

3Tfar<T^Tr 'll Tift :— 

1 . ?i''3trr 5--n5fiT % ATTf, aWc?, 

“ 1 —3rfa'9if^?r (9'^. . ’^,.) 

^ ?i!iT'T qr “i—f3i^r 3iia4r(7T, i4^sp” 

srW'^, “ 5 —fsTvir arfwf^'t At^ap” k 

WTHT qT “ 5 —f^iTr Bifa'TP'A 

nfTfe, "o-'TT^RT^ ariT- 

Al^^” ^ r^Tp- qR ''g—K tfTf^ 
jr^sr^:”, srfq'rcs “7—f^rAi f^mfr t'A’ oAtpit 
3rfa^fAt, t ^«itt it “ 7 —f^t'rr fw'ri’r 

rrif q-^PTrf 3rf)3qT|At, JlT3rr” sf^fes 3 iAt " 9-— 
TTTT^ 3Af^’' % f4TT “9 —fTTR 
TT^’- 'T^'RT 3Tfa'afrpA, ’A^ap,” slAfe, 

2. 6—'nA^rTt^ % ^rnrA irfAfe 

‘'9—■flf'T 3 R'T arfar^TTV, % wth tt 

“9—ftpqr Tt^R tR'" 'TTRTT 3Tfa'TrAt, rr^jn-qr" 

q'WR, aiV 


.3- JIT Aiarr T jtrA f^TTR 

“i—RTTrtJtur f^rf’ A? ftr ir “i—mtAfT 

RTl^ f^R” HiTfcT, 31 'R 

4. JIT gw 10—fjrw (sT.Tr.) '% g-RT fTatriT 
qf^fcT ''1—nmr siA'tiTiiAt (DT.ij.Tt'.o;.) 
f^R” Ar g«rR qr ‘'i—sifa-qipA, 
t'A^i''?’' nfTfcj, siA^ “ 3 —stfgfAw 'Hrriiqfi, 
fpfr<” % ggiT tt " 3 —stfTrRqrT grnpr, gi'w- 
TiT, sMct nfTRirM jfA TtggA I 

[g. 434/iTfT./94( 1 )] 

sirAw 

T. T|T, RTT 


New Delhi, the 30lh September, 1997 

ON. ZI9.—In exeicifc of the powers conferred by sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 22 of tlie Representation of the 
People, Act, 19.51 (43 of 1951), the Election Commission 
hereby direct.s that the following amendments shall be 
tnade in its Notification No. 434)1-09/94(1) dated 7th 
March, 1994 as amended by Commi.ssion’.s Notification dated 
27th June, 1994, 11th August, 1995, l.Sth March, 1996, 2l8t 
March, 1996, 301h December, 1996 and 3rd June, 1997 
namely :— 

In the table appended to the said Notification ;—■ 

(1) Against item No, 5-Rohtak, for the e.xisting entry, 
“1-Estatc Officer, HUDA, Rohtak" the entry ‘T. 
District Revenue Oliicer, Rohtak”, for the existing 
entry “5-District Revenue Oificer. Rohtak", the 
entry “5-District Revenue Officer, Jhajjar”, for the 
existing entry “6-Assist.int Director Consolidation of 
Holding, Rohtak” the entry “6-Additional Deputy 
Commissioner, Jhajjar", for the existing entry "7- 
District Development an.l Panchayat Officer, Rohtak” 
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(he entry "7-District Development and Panchayat 
Officer, Jhajjar”, and for the existing entry ‘‘9-City 
Magistrate, Rohtak”, the entry ‘‘9-District Develop¬ 
ment and Panchayat Officer, Rohtak’’ ; and 

(2) Against item No 6-Faridabnd for die existing entry, 
“9-Land Acquisition Officer, Gurgaon”, the entry 
‘‘9*Di8trict Development and Panchayat Officer, 
Ourgaon" ; and 

f3) Against item No, 9-Hissar for the existing entry, 
“l-City Magistrate, Hissar’’, the entry “l-Additional 
Deputy Commissioner, Hissar" ; and 


(4) Against item No. 10-Sirsa (S.C.) for the existing 
entry "l-Estatc Officer HUDA, Hissar”, the entry 
■‘l-Dislrict Revenue Officer, Hissar", and for the 
e.xistiuB entry Additional Depuly Commissioner, 
Fatehabad”. 

Shall be substituted. 

|Nn. 434/HN/94(l)l 
By Order, 
K. J. RAO, Secy. 
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